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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-12, 17-21, 23-26, and 29 have been examined. 

Response to Arguments 

2. ; Applicant's arguments filed on November 14, 2006 have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive. The followings are applicant's arguments: 

a. Stockdale uses only a single sensing mechanism for determining open 
door status, which does not have a second sensor mechanism operating in conjunction 
with the first sensor. 

b. Muir does not teach or suggest modifying an existing open door signal 
using a signal from a different sensor wherein the existing security system and an newly 
added scrutiny system use the same sensors to detect an open door status. 

c. Muir's retrofitting is designed to solve a different problem from the problem 
solved by Applicant. 

The followings are response to applicant's arguments: 
1 . Regarding argument (a), (b), (c), the teaching of Muir is relied on 
implementing a secondary sensor system (e.g. optical sensing) with the primary 
sensor system (e.g. mechanical sensing) while Stockdale teaches the a inverted 
optical signal sensing system with door switch. The combination meets the 
limitation of claim by implements the primary sensor system (e.g. mechanical 
sensing) as taught by Muir to the door switch of Stockdale which is incorporated 
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with the secondary sensing system (e.g. optical sensing system). In the 
meanwhile, the optical system of the combination is associated as inverted signal 
detection as taught by Stockdale. As of Muir, multiple sensors are used within \ 
the System wherein Standard and optional security is designed so that when the 
security module is added, it can share the same sensors as noted by Applicant. 
However, Muir states that the sensing of a main door must be done in both 
optical and mechanical ways wherein the mechanical sensing would be an 
existing detection mechanism when implemented with the door switch of 
Stockdale while an additional sensor would be the optical sensing system of Muir 
with the inverted signal of Stockdale. The feature of sharing sensors would be a 
monitoring system for other area of the machine (column 2, lines 8-25). Also seie 
rejection of claim 1 . 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



3. |. Claims 1-5, 8-11,17-20,25,29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Stockdale (U.S. 6,575,833) in view of Muir (U.S. 5,923,249). 
Regarding Claim 1 and 7, Stockdale teaches a machine comprises: 
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a housing (main cabinet 4) (figure 1 and 2 and column 6, lines 17-23); 
a door mounted to the housing for gaining access to the inside of the 
housing (figure 1 and 2 and column 6, lines 17-23); 

a switch 202 connected to the door and the housing (figure 2); 
a processor 312 for door detection (figure 3 and column 9, lines 62-67), and 
a tamper detection mechanism (security monitoring system 322), wherein the 
tamper detection mechanism includes: 

a tamper detection controller (Sensor Monitoring circuitry 400 and column 10, 
lines 54-67); 

an emitter (figure 4 and column 11, lines 10-20); and 
a sensor (figure 4 and column 1 1 , lines 1 0-20), 

wherein one of the emitter and sensor is mounted to the housing and one of the 
emitter and sensor is mounted to the door (column 7, lines 44-67 and column 8, lines 1- 
2); and 

wherein the tamper detection controller drives the emitter with a signal and 
monitors the sensor to determine if it generated an inverted version of the signal (figure 
4 arid column 4, lines 5-11 and column 11, line 67 and column 12, lines 1-12). ■ 

It fails to show the switch generates an open door detection signal when the door 
is open wherein the switch is coupling with tamper detection mechanism and operates 
in conjunction with the switch to notify the processor that the door was open and 
generate an alarm. 
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Muir shows door monitoring system comprising one or more door open detection 
devices and first and second monitoring systems each connected to each of the one or 
more detection devices wherein the main door requires both mechanical and optical 
detections with their associated processor 104 to monitor if the doors are open (column 
1, lines 17-25 and column 2, lines 22-25 and column 3, lines 8-10). 

Further, it stated that the mechanical switch would associate with the main door 
of the machine as an existing door detection mechanism (first monitoring system) while 
optical and/or mechanical sensor could be a sub-system (second monitoring system) in 
coupling with mechanical switch for additional tamper detection (column 2, lines 55-67 
and; column 3, lines 34-35). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art the any conventional 
switch would generate a signal of some kind at its output as the circuit is completed, for 
example, open door detection signal for door monitoring switch. Further the detection 
signal is flowing in the wiring connection throughout the circuitry. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Stockdale's door switch as part of the tamper detection mechanism and combine with 
its optical tamper sensing for alarm condition as the combination of mechanical and 
optical tamper detection wherein the processor is connected to the mechanical switch 
through wiring connection and sensor interface as taught by Muir because it would 
provide a additional detection for the system to prevent the theft to hack or vanquish the 
detection system by using light source to copy and emit the optical sensing element or 
mechanically overcome the door switch mechanism. 
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Further, the sensor (optical) would be obvious to connect to the switch 
(mechanical), for activating the open door detection signal when an open door is sensed 
by the sensor because the main door requires both mechanical and optical detections 
wherein the two detection system is implemented together by at least series or parallel 
electrical connection. 

See Response of argument (1 ) above. 

As to claim 2, Stockdale's device meets all the limitation of claim except it fails to 
show the tamper detection controller is mounted physically separate from the processor. 

However, Muir teaches the subsystem includes a micro-controller to control and 
monitor the sensors which also able communicates with the main controller for existing 
door detection (figure 1). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the 
main controller as the processor recognize the detection of open door while interfacing 
the micro-controller as the tamper detection controller as claim invention to show 
separation in part. 

See rejection of claim 1 and Response to argument (1) above. 
As to claim 3, Stockdale teaches the emitter is mounted to a portion of a door 
interlock mechanism (206 and 202) (column 4, lines 5-11 and column 8, lines 1-2) and 
whelrein the switch 202 is part of the door interlock mechanism (figure 2 and column 7, 
lines 46-48). 

As to claim 4, it teaches the sensor is mounted to a portion of a door interlock 
mechanism (206 and 202) (figure 2 and column 4, lines 5-1 1 and column 8, lines 1-2) 
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andi wherein the switch 202 is part of the door interlock mechanism (figure 2 and column 
7, lines 46-48). 

As to claim 5, Stockdale teaches the sensor and emitter operate to generate an 
inverted signal and wherein the tamper detection controller (322, 400) generates an 
alarm if the signal received from the sensor is not inverted (figure 3,4,5 and column 4, 
lines 5-11 and column 11, line 67 and column 12, lines 1-12). 

It fails to show the tamper detection controller generates an alarm through its 
connection to the open door detection signal. 

However, the combination of the mechanical and optical detection for door 
tampering as stated in rejection of claim 1 shows the tamper controller generates an 
alarhn through its connection to the open door detection signal wherein the signal is flew 
through the wires at different node connection. 

As to claim 8, Stockdale teaches the emitter is mounted to a portion of the door 
interlock mechanism (column 7, lines 44-57). 

As to claim 9, Stockdale teaches the sensor is mounted to a portion of the door 
interlock mechanism (column 7, lines 44-57). 

As to claim 10, Stockdale teaches the sensor and emitter operate to generate an 
inverted signal and wherein the tamper detection controller generates an alarm if the 
signal received from the sensor is not inverted (figure 4 and column 4, lines 5-11 and 
column 1 1 , line 67 and column 12, lines 1-12). 

As to claim 1 1 , Stockdale teaches the tamper detection controller is mounted 
physically separate from the gaming mechanism (figure 2 and column 8, lines 37-65). 
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Regarding claims 17, 20 and 26, they are claims correspond to the apparatus of 
claims 1 and 7, and they are therefore rejected for the similar reasons set forth in the 
rejection of claims 1 and 7, except Claim 20 is claiming the detection system itself. 

As to claim 18, the combination teaches the existing gaming machine signal is 
an open door detection signal generated by the existing tamper detection mechanism 
(column 8, lines 39-65) and as states in rejection of claim 1 . 

As to claim 19, the combination teaches the method comprises generating an 
alarm if the existing gaming machine signal is not detected ("Stockdale" column; 8, lines 
39-65 and "Muir" column 3, lines 64-65 and column 4, lines 34-36). 

As to claim 25, it teaches the object is a door (column 6, lines 17-30). 
As to claim 29, Stockdale teaches modifying includes inverting the signal (see 
rejection of claim 1 ). 

Claims 6 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stockdale (U.S. 6,575,833) in view of Muir (U.S. 5,923,249), in further view of Droz 
(U.S. 4,370,644). 

As to claim 6 and 12, the combination meets all the limitation of claim except it 
fails to show the tamper detection mechanism includes a relay connected to the open 
door detection signal wherein the relay operates to activate the open door detection 
signal when the tamper detection mechanism detects that the door is open. 

Droz teaches multiple sensors incorporate with a relay operates to 
activate/energize the open door detection signal to trigger the alarm when the sensors 
detects that the door is open (figure 6 and 7 and column 4, lines 50- column 5, lines 25). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the 
relay for multiple sensors for door detection as taught by Droz to the optical sensing for 
tamper detection which incorporates with the mechanical switch as taught by the 
combination of Stockdale and Muir because it would provide activation of open door 
detection when either or both, optical and mechanical sensor(s) is/are triggered; 
Further, it also provides a switching and triggering element to interface different: 
electronic components to corporate as a whole unit. 

5. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over ; 
Stockdale (U.S. 6,575,833) in view of Muir (U.S. 5,923,249), in further view of Kama et 
al. (U.S. 6,239,423). 

As to claim 21, Stockdale's device meets all the limitation of claim except it fails 
to show a LED as an indicator, which is used to indicate that the emitter and sensor are 
aligned properly. 

Hama teaches to use light indicator to align the emitter and sensor for positioning 
(figure 2 and column 7, lines 45-55). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art the use of LED as a 
light indicator is a well-known method because LED provide the same and alternative 
light as other light source for alert. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include a LED 
indicator into Stockdale's optical detection system because it would help the user to 
align and calibrate both emitter and sensor during installation. 
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6. Claims 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Stockdale (U.S. 6,575,833) in view of Muir (U.S. 5,923,249), in further view of 
Carmichael (U.S. 2002/0100659). 

As to claim 23 and 24, Stockdale's device meets all the limitation of claim except 
it fails to show the object is peripheral where peripheral is a hopper. 

Carmichael's device teaches a kit with emitter and sensor is for detecting a 
hopper (abstract and page 2, paragraphs 14,16, 33 and 38). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art the detecting object 
would be peripheral or hopper because it would provide the collectable data such as 
coin for the system to avoid a cheating tool would be inserted. 

Conclusion 

7. I THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
thari SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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8. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 



examiner should be directed to Hoi C. Lau whose telephone number is (571)272-8547. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M- F 8:30am - 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeffrey Hofsass can be reached on (571)272-2981. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
Fonmore information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you:have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Hoi C. Lau 
Art Unit 2612 



